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This paper expiores bie eats, "of collaborative | 
research’ modejs' in counseior training research. e focus is on a 
nodel that encourages interinstitutional collaborative research . 


‘efforts, in which colleagues are brought together without a detailed . 


- purpose to generate and share research ideas. Several fundamental 


components of an éffective experiential research tean include: (1) 


'-.eesearchers with a sufficiently Similar point of view: (2) members © 


.. discussion of the “relative Beeengtye and 


with a- variety. of established skills; (3) a specified task ‘to be- 
accomplished;' (4) a team of 4-1 members; (5) ‘members with a . 
commitment ‘to the resedrsh effont and th Ability, to practice . 
self-control; and, (6) wesl-planned:tean esearch etings. A 
weaknesses a the model 
concludes the paper. (Author). aa : : 
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Ng | , y o- .* ° , us 
As counselor trainers, we often find ourselves attempting 


* a 


to summarize and simplify the counseling research results for our 5 


. : ” ‘ a 
students.. To communicate the complexities of even one research study 


to a class of beginning: masters’, students would typically be an 
inappropriate SrpensEteee of time and energy. ‘One. of the unintended 


byproducts : fof this attempt at parsihony is that our’: students’, wend 


occasionally we Surdelven: may come ta bélteva that acientific eonedibe 
XN . 


utions to tounsel ing are the creations of singular minds. “Rogers, 


: ; 7 


Wolpe, Ellis, BUpers Holland, and Roe are often perceived as individ- 


ici who, work atone: ee, ; a : . 


“As eae and Sanders (1976) ‘have stated: 


“the more accurate model of eedenen is a Sagas pyramid of 
knowledge. A new fact is built upon old facts; a teétable 7 
* + “theory rests on ‘proven theories. Each scientist is able to 
. lay_a, few stones’ on top of those that have been laid by past 
generations. Once in a great while, some scientist sees: the 
pyramid creatively, rearranges the stones or the relationship 
. batween facts, and gives’ us an insight we did not have before. 
"If I'see further than others, " Sir Isaac Newton wrote, "it 
is because I stand on the shoulders of giants." It is through. 
‘the gradual accumulation of. infqrmation and the growing complexity 
of theortes. that science progresses. (pp; 1-2) 
= s ~° 8 : Lo 


The ‘point to be made, of course, is that scientific research to a 


oP a 


oo 
oe 


very large extent must be a c8operative and accumulative effort. I have 


often found’ this awareness remarkably lacking in my doctoral students’ 


a’ y 


in counseling. Typically, the doctoral, students will enter their .~ 


advanced program with the idea that their dissertation must involve an 
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investigation of sotething totally new and unrelated to existing ; ° : 


. research effotts. This misperception is reflected in the familiar 
«~ ° oe 


eo é 


tale ‘of the hatd workup chemigtry major, who slaved three years on a 
complex chemical reaction only to find out the week before the defense 
of the disgertation that someone else had reported’ the same reaction. 
According to the story, this dejected student, (a) committed suicide, a ae 


> 


(b) resolutely started all over again, or (c) ‘Bought out a goad counselor 


” Y for long term therapy. The hidden messages in this sa ere « a . 
a= — > : ae . 7 : ao 
; (a) all research must be totally unique, (b) the individual resedrcher , 
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t ; : ; 
works alone, and'(c) it is best to guard your research ideas and keep 
‘ : e : ; . ; . ‘ i 
; things secret,’ ’ . ‘ 


. 


1 would not argue that my doctoral Srusente should all ge joint ° 
' Patguarearina. I do,° however, strongly encourage collaborative stores 
to’generate ‘their individual disaertatiin ideas, - Aiea; I require 
a careful "collaborative relationship" with the avietdag research ihe: 
ature. My students’ research ‘ideas need to be soltidly based-upon what. 
people have found in the past. Borrowing ap analogy from Platt’ (1964), 
ok my* students to regard their dissertation as the next eualt 
ei on a "tree of research." ; 
a's Although not exclusively'so, the research literature ‘in education 
and in couns¢ling praiuine reflects some commonalities with ‘the — 
of = doctoral students’. ‘Arlin (1977) found that published educational: . 4 
vasenechace averaged avour 1.85 total publications betwe@n 1969 and. 1976. ; oo 


ae 


_ Of all of those who had sivtieiad, about 604% were one~publicatién authors. 
' Big ONS : : 
emer, Tener presented evidence to supgest that the 
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2 : contriibytions of. one-publication authors have a lqwer impact and, perhaps, ~ 


‘a lower quality. Although no attempt was made in Arlin's Study to 


a aos . identify if,multiple authors were building upon, earlier work in subsequent - 
. . ° 7 ; > 2) > ty mee , 
publications, this might be a reasonable hypothesis. : : — fs 
More directly related _to the Lounsel ing literature, -Goldman (1976) 2 
ry be 2. : . 
has indicated his discomfort with the existing i arama résearch: 
iy ithasis is that the majority of abl tahed epuetes our 
a field has little or nothing to offer to practitionens. Only a 
. * giny portion of all the reséarch in all the Journals and mono- 
— : —_—graphs—and_beoks—has_anytMing_to_say to counselors. in schools, 
: ' colleges, and agencies; indeed, much of it has no discernable 
value for anyone. (p. 543) g - 
7 . Among Goldman's. criticisms is the general absence of replication studies. 
eo " Most studfes include individuals from only one sample at one specific 
: : : . “ e < Ps 8 : : 
- location. "Without replication. or, at minimum, a careful delineation of 
‘ + Nhe sample participants, a research consumer has no idea if the described UN 


“ 
“findings may be sederarizable. Kh * 


As one final substantiation for the need for accumulative efforts e 
— ® t 
* in actentific investigation, Schutz 61977) argued the value. of sources. 


articles that report two or three coordinated studies rather than one 


v 


isolated experiment There is, as we might anticipate, estatdérable 
heuristic value in having the questions natoralty arising from one 


' study immediately dealt with and reported in a second or thirg study. 
In ee several sources have éalled noe inczeased attention to : 
Z } ) v . 


; ~ eoned inated: an-going, and systematic rgsearch. Although such research ; 
P 7 might be accomplished by one dynamic scholar with his or ‘her colleagues 


and graduate students, the likely costs of necessary replications of 
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‘edidings (in different settings with alternative samples) could prove 


prohibitive . For this reason. ‘and for the reason,of possible incréased 
/ ° ¢ v 
. quality of Pesenceh, I.an auaautaging an interinstitutional approach to 


¥. . a 


collaborative research. . ‘ 
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, Intérinstitutional Research 
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_ wee. ly Following thessuggestions of Petrie (Ho76) , 42 distigguish between 


x interinstitutional and tulti-institutional research efforts. Essentially, 


_g multi~institutional research approach would only ask that all members, 


. 
o 


of the group "do their own thing" at the same: tine. Such research would - 


sequin: minor Antesrating sed eeaantedad of efforts. An aaa 
¢ 
‘of such an a) would be a special issue of a profession journal 


~ 


on a given topif. The editor would, pérhaps, need to piece together 


cies cabal ak, some appropxiate commentary, but each 
contributor would be primarily working on his or her own. s 


Interinstitutional efforts at research, however, require more. 


‘integration, moxg modificatjon, and hore Stimulation of the tegm me ers' 
a Ao. 
ideas as the research is_ created, carried oyt, and completed. Ther¢ is 
. . . . A 
\ 


o* BY . i 
* a joint xpenditure of effort and a mutuallyNdetermined outcoile o the . 


‘research. The investigators wore together and interdependently: 
meaeeietnines aks -to ee into account the eontvibuttous of their 
wy . s ° 
colleagues to make their own contributions" (Petrie, 1976, p. 9). 
bee the past ten years, I fiave-seen a velattvely small number of 


e va 


successful interinstitutional research estovts within counseled training. 


Most commonly, when papers are presented or published involving joint 
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authors: from separate ipeieurions: the emma are tied by ' "academic 

parentage” (aqvisor/advisee) or by" an qaélter institutional "sibling" 

' ‘Linkage (forme: coitesaies at the same university).’ These "aeadenically : 
‘ ieeaceceit ‘eo laedonahlive have provided some of the most’ significant 


f » , ; 
contributions to counseling and counselor training. The contributions 


( ‘ of this type of collaboration far’ exceed expectations based’ only on the numbers of . 
as * guch joint efforts. “As long as there are doctoral programs in counseling, . 
these rehationships will exist and should be encouraged. . | - : 

aa 4 Nhat I wish to addrens in this paper are interinstitutional ae : , 


. 4 


research efforta | our arate lle academic lineage. Such relation- _, 
_ Badd may well expand our own set methods of approaching research and " 


ay hopefully lead to more rapid ee more negningful development of ‘he 


“  e. science of counseling. eo : 
: ‘ & 
y, 8 : . ‘ ° e x 
. ve = > . rd . ‘: Mae 
. ; owe = . * The Experiential Model. . ; a ;: 


=e em One ‘rather extreme model for’ promoting —— across institutions Ws 


. ° 
o , » 


is the "experiential" model ofcol laboratipn. Before, I describe this Z 7 i 
ms approach, tt must be stressed that in designing an extreme model, I am 
. e 
ee | see tte a benchmark fox discugsion and ‘not an immediately work able ; 
ee aadel« : > _| ; | - 
a. s0 ' ‘The experigntial approach to iieetinebieur(onal, fecearen in coun— y . 


w, Selor training would draw researchers together, at least initially, by . 


persenal and colleagial ties. Graduate ecneet colleagues, present 


institutional colleaguas, acquaintances an professional organization 
a to » 


. attivities, and ay o friends night be biought» together to discuss + 
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"issues of relevance to counselor tratning research. 


" obviously, a 
specific. product. or goal for the. ‘Fesearch is not specified prior to 


the initial concer among ‘the eoivaberaton. 
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Other than the common 
intertet in "doing aomaciiae® research retarted: this first meéting 
< ' £ 
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syvery much Jike a@ convention bull eexeion at the ber (minus the 
pl cohol). . 


The types of grnree noeoUERene whether physical, personals or 
r> 


‘informational, are silowed ‘to develop out ‘of the experience of the, 

contact between researchers. As cotinselor educators, we have much 
° ae 

7) - , 


to share with one. another, and different grovjgwill have aettae needs 

just .as specific individuals will have singular contributions. For * 

example, ome member ofta research team may have eetuse bo cartel 

7 ae: phisticated videotaping facilities, arother may have consideralgle 
- bi 1 


tistical‘knowledge, and a third may, have certain informational 
resources available 


Although each of the three certainly possesses 
many additignal resources, the combination of the three unique contrib- 
. d : 
ve 
) . 


‘+ : 
utions will likely cere # significantly More positive potential for 
ate 


research accomplishments-than will each indjvidual working alone. 
i | 
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The goals of an experiential approach to counselor training research 
are, as ight be anticipated, peters ly experiential. 


~ 
members ‘are participating because eietade-ao chide to be gained in 


The group 
seeing and talking with pEne® professionals. 
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Comsionality of experience 


* 


& 
and dither similarities or differences in perceptions of counsersng 
practice’ may lead to the devel ounade of new research ideas. Lonestern 
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research goals may or may not eventually be established. The personal , 
é : my - Ny $ 

contact, and exploration of ideas are the primary rewards for particip- 

ation. Concrete research following directly from the collaboration 


ids a potential, but slightly less Jikely, reward. 
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In sum, an experiential research approach is characterized by | 


. 
x 
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; 4 , . 
a congenial group of colleagues, who in a relatively unstructured >a 


manner, {scuss: their perspectives on infportant research issues of the 
‘ * day ‘ . . a 


* 7 2s 
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Fundamental Components of the Effective Research Team 
e238, ? “ 7 . 0 


Although the experiential approach described [above is only one model 


of collaborative research, it must (as must any such joint effort) 
: x 
. incarporate certain elements for eftectivg een xd . 


: 1. The team of \résearchers must have é a sufficiently similar. point 
of view that they can effectively communicate with one another. 
Although widely diverse orientations (e.g., theoretical orientations 


to counseling) tiay exist in the team, a common .perspective of research 
and its potential value fo cher fiend of investigation is required. As 


° 


| work continues, a common "Language" is developed and an eo een 


ms of intellectual security and trust is created and, maintained. 
, . : . Lo a 
. ,/ 2. The team must consist of members with a waeters of established 


skills. Interinstitutional research is often regarded in much the 
4 


, oo oS 
same maaneies Petrie (1976) described anterdimcipiiialyaprajecess 2 
All too often grandly conceived interdisciplinary project never 
1 get off the ground, ae the level of scholarship seldgh exceeds 
that of a glorified byl 1-sesstqn, ’ Frequently, and thesome 


justification, people “kook uponijinterdisciplinary projects as a 
dumping ground, for the les 2 ae aa ‘competent. (P. 9) 


ERIC @ | ot > : S oN ? ; 
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Working with a group $n research is not thé equivalent of admitting < 


failure as an individual researcher! I would -argue that successful 

eollaborative research requires the mojst competent scientists. Further- 

more, the most coapetdde seiesitsts: are the most ertective collaborators. 
| nike an inters isciplinary approach, we seek not experts from various 


d sciplines | ut a variety of individuals with sybexpertise within 


. 8 


task it 1o_atyoupting-to-seeomplitshy———-——- 


This task may be very specific (e.g.; "to ‘replicate study X in five ‘ 


_ the disciplines of education and psychology. * _ = 


different séttings"), or it may , be Barner amorphous (e.g. "to stimulate 


' ideas and communicate findings"). As the reader will meee the latter, 


4 


relatively open task is characteristic of the experiential model of 


-cOllaboration. In either case, jhowever, the. important factor is that-- 


go 4 ** 


. the task is at least implicitly agreed to by all HReeaschers tavelved. : ae 


ad AY 


t-for two reasons: (a) ‘the presence of. four people ca 


ensures the needed verbal interchange and stimulation, and (b) with 


“~ 4, The he ghould consist of between four and ten members. Foyr 


is a lower li 


tOue péople, ito allows for two iin aaiais at each of tal Reneusne= , 


a team member on one's own campus increases the likelihood of. continued 
a 


o 
° 


a 2! 1 
neetonre on the project.— Ten people pecone? a maximum because larger 
“groups iritroduce far too mych random "noise" into the system. i, 
ee Membefs. of the team must have a significant commitment ‘to the | 


research effort and and ability -to practice self-control. The uaticd- 


at  * 4 | 
‘ology of self-management might well-be an appropriate initial assign- * 


7 “ ) 


ment for research teant members. (This, comment is directly generated 


‘ 


z 


from my own attempts at interinstitutional collaboration in research, /_ “ 


“tend to take a back seat to the reward contingencies of people z * 


Ee 
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_ Interinstitutional 
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Although ny intentions are always honorable, my yeturn from a profes- 
sional theeting always places me back within the unending demands. of my: * 


university Position. My well-intentioned collaborative commitments a 


, 2 ‘ ad F 


: i . tl « . 
see everyday.) rs . co — ra a _ J 


‘ o 
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6. A team research meeting, even one et an experiential naturé, 


@ 


_ should be well planned. Et requires leadership anda system of, | as 


rep6rting. As Scott (1953) has stated: "If [a conference is worth 
having, it is worth having an agendas and it is yore having: ‘uinutes. 
the minutes need not be long and very detailed, but they- should report as 


the discuseions that wen't.on, and the actions eae (p. 96)., ; , 


€ . oe? 


Strengths of Researth Collaboration 


3 ~ a: = 
There are several strengths of research collaboration. First Woint 


4 


research can ake a qualitative contribution by increasing the likelitiood 
og = 


foe & 
at ‘one study will be built on another, earlier study. Second, 4 teay 


. 
a s as 


oach can increase the capacity ef a "brilliant" thinker. Despite ¥ 


—o 


the need for research competence in every member of the team, one rs ' 


parttcularly creative individual can decrease the implementation of 

his/her ideas arouah:- the aid of the collaborative group. aptees 

significant monetary saeinge may acrue through the efficient eee 
ee 0 ‘Y 

of resources. Fourth, there is a significant reduction in the lag 

time between the g>neration of research ideas and their. dissemination | a 


to athers (at least to others within the, collaborative = see 


“17 : . i io 8 


re 2 
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10 
particularly in an experiential collaboration, there is little need 
ro a 
or extensive administrative efforts. Finally, the high flexibility 
oe of the experiential approach would allow for eventual development 
of the research effort in directions which would be more structured ° 


- 


\ and goal oriented. (The experiential model allows evolution in - 


7 : such a manner as to “outgrow” its initial lack of structure.) uae 
. : i 
Weaknesses of Research Collaboration Oe 
= ——, : 
‘ bn ' . 3 - _ ne ° 
ee OS _ the inevitable “shakedown” period of any group. may be perceived 


“asa weakness of interinstitutional research collabofttion. While 
people are getting to know and feel comfortable with one another; 
a. _ while they are establishing cofagnalities in research language and 


pproach; or while they are developing a better picture of the potential 


" 
Po 


The very flexibility that allows for fluid operation also allows for - 


t 
, 


" ‘no coordinated activity at, all! : *« 
ie & : , Summary 2 * 3 
ow ww 
It is argued that. counseling training research can be more effectively 
= ool 


addressed through collaborative research models. Of particular value 
é 


would be jaterinet keutionel models that would allow for a connate esos 


of resources acTgss institutions. One model Se interinstitutional 
ey t ‘ , ‘ é 
oe Ts s _ ( . _ 8 
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et _ colgaboration has;been labeled “experidntial." In this’ ‘approagh, Ss 
7 ° — “got leagues dre brought together without a detaited purpose | to. -° / fo. 3 
f . _ . 5 is - “oe ‘ 
cy! generate. and” share rescare ideas, The convention edeking for . a a 
oe cial which ‘Pats paper has: sbeew written ts, ‘in fact, just such an Js , = a 
os Se et a * > ‘© 3 _ . '. 
ot ot ee on "experdential” attempt ae Ligerinstituttonal research collakoratidy. . : 
oe Pare ms Pad 
: * & = * 
voy ft is. 2 hope anit the resgnters can not* only accomplish the a , 


| Anitial, aims of'. Nmutuial stimulation, and eacteenke of ideas” but. . : | ee i 


‘S that, we “may eisonaee eventually to, a more structured and ‘systematic’ 


x a sy 
. . 


attack upon the ‘research igayes of ‘the counseling field. é ’ . 
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